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Remarks : 

Claims 1-2, 5-18, 20-24, 26-29, 31-39, 41-45, 47-53, and 55-56 remain for consideration in 
this application. Claims 1-2, 8-10, 16, 20, 24, 32, 41, 44, 48, 52, and 55 have been amended. 
Claims 3,19, and 40 have been canceled. 

In the Office Action dated February 23, 2006, the Examiner rejected claims 8-1 0, 1 9-20, 24, 
40-41 , 52, and 55 as being indefinite. The Examiner made several suggestions for overcoming this 
rejection, and the applicants have followed those suggestions. Specifically, applicants have amended 
claim 1 to differentiate between the two compounds listed in claim 1 . Claims 8-10 have also been 
amended to clarify to which of these two compounds they are referring. 

Claims 9- 1 0, 20, 40-4 1 , 52, and 55 have been amended to define the circle as being selected 
from the group consisting of cyclic, acyclic, aliphatic, and aromatic components, and the word 
"compounds" has been deleted. For reasons discussed below, claim 1 9 has been incorporated into 
claim 16, claim 40 has been incorporated into claim 32, and thus claims 19 and 40 have been 
canceled. Because of these amendments, the definition of the circle has been corrected in claims 16 
and 32, instead of now-canceled claims 19 and 40, respectively. The Examiner rejected claim 24 
as being indefinite as well, but claim 24 does not contain a definition of a circle. Applicants believe 
the Examiner intended to include claim 20, which does contain a definition of a circle. Claim 24, 
therefore, has not been amended to add the definition of a circle, while claim 20 has been amended, 
to include a definition of a circle. Finally, claim 52 has been amended to delete the term "where," 
because it had inadvertently been used twice. 
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Turning now to the prior art rejections, the Examiner rejected claims 16-18,21-23, and 48-49 
as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,670,425 to Puligadda et al. It is noted that the Examiner 
did not raise this rej ection against now-canceled claim 1 9, and the limitations of that claim have been 
added to independent claims 16 and 48. For this reason and due to the fact that this reference does 
not teach or suggest the claimed core moiety having at least two of the claimed functional groups 
bonded to the core moiety, this rejection should be overcome. 

The Examiner also rejected claims 1-3, 5-24, 26-29, 31-45, 47-53, and 55-56 as being 
obvious in view of the combined teachings of U.S. Patent No. 6,316,165 to Pavelchek et al. and 
those of U.S. Patent No. 3,776,729 to Levy et al. Of these rejected claims, claims 1,16, 24, 32, 44, 
48, and 52 are in independent format. Independent claims 16 and 48 have been amended to include 
the limitations of now-canceled dependent claim 19 as discussed above. This same limitation has 
also been incorporated into claim 32. Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection and ask that the 
Examiner reconsider this rejection in light of the following arguments. 

The Pavelchek et al. patent teaches the formation of linear polymers, not of compounds 
having a core portion with at least two functional groups bonded to that core portion. The Examiner 
stated on page 5 of the Office Action that "Pavelchek teaches a polymer may be glycidyl novolac, 
which has an epoxy group." Office Action, page 5, lines 1-2; Pavelchek etal, col. 6, lines 7-10. The 
Examiner further stated that, by reacting the glycidyl novolac polymer with an anthranyl carboxylic 
acid and then adding an additional epoxy group as taught by Levy et al., one will form a product as 
claimed in the present invention. Applicants stress that a key difference between the teachings of 
the Pavelchek et al. patent and the present invention is that Pavelchek et al. teach the use of a 
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polymer. To further call out this difference, claims 1 , 24, and 44 have been amended to require that 
at least about 95% of the components of the anti-reflective composition have a molecular weight of 
less than 1 ,000 g per mole of component. Support for this amendment can be found in the 
application on page 2, lines 13-17. Because of the amendment to claim 1, claim 2 has also been 
amended, and claim 3 has been canceled. 

This limitation is not taught or suggested by the Pavel chek et al. patent. Rather, the teachings 
of this patent require the resin in the anti -reflective composition to have a molecular weight of at 
least 1,000 or 1,500 Daltons. Col. 2, lines 22-24. Thus, there is no teaching or suggestion in the 
Pavelchek et al. patent of forming a composition wherein at least about 95% of the components in 
the composition have a molecular weight of less than 1,000 g per mole of component. The use of 
such small molecules improves the fill properties of the composition while still providing a 
composition with superior etch rates. It is submitted that the rejection against claims 1 , 24, and 44 
have been overcome. 

In claims 1 6, 32, 48, and 52, each claim includes a definition of the circle at the center of the 
compound with at least two moieties attached to the group represented by the circle. There is no 
polymerization between an epoxy group and a second "circle" group. Nor does the "circle" group 
polymerize with anything else. As stated by the applicants in the description, "[fjhese low molecular 
weight components are used in lieu of the polymeric resins typically present in anti-reflective 
coatings." Application, page 2, lines 17-18. The resin that the examiner points to in Pavelchek et 
al. is a polymeric resin, and that resin would not meet the claimed structure. 
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This difference is even more pronounced in claim 20, which is dependent on claim 1 6. The 
structure drawn in claim 20 (and also in claims 10, 41, and 55) includes three functional moieties 
(i.e, n of the generic structure is 3 in these claims) attached to the core portion or group represented 
by a circle. This structure clearly shows only one molecule or component, thus further illustrating 
that the claimed composition comprises a compound made up of a plurality of components, which 
is not taught or suggested by the art of record. 

Because neither Pavelchek et al. nor Levy et al. teach the compound of the cl aimed invention, 
it is submitted that claims 16, 32, 48, and 52 are not obvious in view of these prior art references. 

It is believed that no further issues remain in this case, hi view of the foregoing, a Notice of 
Allowance is respectfully requested. Any additional fee which is due in connection with this 
amendment should be applied against Deposit Account No. 19-0522. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Tracy Bomman, RegjNo. 42,347 
HOVEY WILLIAMS LLP 
2405 Grand Boulevard, Suite 400 
Kansas City, Missouri 64108 
816/474-9050 
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